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Humbly n - „ 
HAT the Petitioner's Faß William Mari then Ly 2 
Tenant in Fairnyhirſt, 4 2 rm belonging to Thomas | 3 /t, - 
Pringle of Symington, 189 to have accepted a Bill, 1 
of this Date, holograpli 555 and drawn upon him 3 16.1732. 
the ſaid Thomas Pringle, for the Sul BL. 10, 10-5. Sterling, V a- 
ue inſtantly delivered in Guineas, 3 2 ble to the Drawer againſt 
the 1 5th of November then next. ® 
That the faid deceaſed 1/illiant 
the aforeſaid Farm, under Mr Pri 2 ather, till his Death, 
in the 1738; and thereafter, un 2 Pringle himſelf, (who 
ſucceeded to the Eſtate), till EXA uf of his Tack in the 1743, 
when Mr Pringle granted him a WET ack of his Poſſeſſion for 
fifteen Years ; and, during all th Tears, the ſaid William 
Murray paid him his Rent. Nor kdeed, did Mr Pringle al- 
low him to be backward : His owt re reumſtances, it is inform- 
ed, required punctual Payment; it appears he took care to 
exact it, there being till extant 4 Hor ling which he raifed and 
executed againſt William Murray fat an Afrear. 
That the ſaid William Murray a ed in the 1744, and was 
ſucceeded in the Farm by the Peri er. Soon after, a Clear- | | 
ance was made between Mr Pringle md the Petitioner with re- 
— to his Father's Feen 74 En C „ in ace of the _— | 
A partic] { 
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partial Receipts, a Diſcharge on ſtamped Paper was granted to 


the Petitioner of all his bygone Rents: In which Clearance the 
Petitioner can ſhow that he did not get all the Allowance he wa 


intitled to. The Petitioner afterwards continued to pay Mr Priy. 
gle his Rent as it fell due; and neither at the Time of the afore. 
ſaid Clearance, nor for ten Years after his Entry, was any No- 


tification made to him of the aforeſaid Bill. But, in the 1753, 
Mr Pringle having taken ſome Umbrage at the Petitioner, he 
thought proper to raiſe a Proceſs againſt him, before the Sheriff 
concluding for Payment of a far greater Arrear of Rent than 
was due at the Time, and the full Contents of the Bill. This 
Proceſs he carried on entirely in abſence of the Petitioner, who 
knew nothing about it. After the firſt Calling he let it lie o- 
ver a whole Year; and, in the interim, took Payments of Rent 
from the Petitioner. Ar length, in May 1754, he took De- 
creet for Half a Year's Rent, and the Contents of the Bill, de. 
ducing L. 5 paid, as marked thereon. 

That, after all theſe Proceedings, the Petitioner and Mr 
Pringle counted and cleared for what Rent was due, as appears 
from his Diſcharge, of this Date, produced, acknowledging him 
to have received from thggPetitioner ** full and complete Pay- 
« ment of all Years and Ferms Rents of ſaid Lands due and 
preceding the Term of Marrinmas laſt by paſt,” and diſchar 
ging him accordingly. 


Thar the next Term of Abe n. s Rent falling due at 


Whitſunday 1756, and ſome Difference happening between him 
and Mr Pringle about Repairs ſtipulated in the Tack, Mr Prin- 
gle, in Fuly thereafter, charged him with Horning for Payment 
of that Rent, and of the Contents of the aforeſaid Bills, with 
the Deduction above mentioned ; of which Charge the Perition- 
er obtained Suſpenſion,  - 

Thar this Suſpenſion came to be diſcuſſed before the Lord 
Bankron Ordinary, when the Petitioner prevailed i in the Queſtion 
as to the Repairs, and WM” acquieſced in the Interlocu- 
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tors on that Branch of the Cauſe ; which need not be here reſu- 
med. | 
Thar, ' with reſpect to the Bill, the Lord Ordinary, on the 
23d of Februar 5.1757, pronounced the following Interlocutor. 
« Finds, That in reſpect of the long Taciturnity, and of the 
« Circumſtances of the Caſe, that the Suſpender's Father, Ac- 
« cepter of the Bill, was Tenant to the Purſuer, and after the 
« Date of it accounted to him for Rents, Action is only com- 
petent on the Purſuer's proving, by the Defender's Oath, 
« that it conſiſts with his Knowledge, that the Sum in the ſaid 
« Bill, or Part thereof, is ſtill reſting owing.” 

That, againſt this Interlocutor, Mr Pringle preſented. a Re- 
reſentation ; to which Anſwers were made for the Petitioner ; 
and, upon adviſing the fame, the Lord Ordinary, on the roth 
of February 1758, * in reſpect of the peculiar Circumſtances of 
« the Caſe, refuſed the Deſire of the Bopralontatian, and ad- 


« hered to the former Interlocutor.“ 


That Mr Pringle thereupon preſ ed a new Repreſentation, 
which the Lord Ordinary ordained to be anſwered; but the Pe- 
titioner having neglected to inſtruct his Agent and Counſel in due 
time, no Anſwers were given in; and his Lordſhip was prevail- 


ed upon-to adviſe the Repreſentatiah ex parte; and, upon the 


gth of February 1759, pronounced this Interlocutor. Having 
adviſed the Repreſentation for Thomas Pringle, of Date 171th Fe- 
bruary 1758, with John Murray*s Aufowers to a former Wk eſen- 
zation, {no Anſwers having been givgn in to the laſt), finds, That 
as it is acknowledged by the Suſpenger, that his Father, the A- 
ceprer of the Bill in queſtion, died in November 1744; and that 
there is no Diſcharges of the Rent produced upon a Count and Reckon- 


ing betwixt the Charger and him; and-that it is admitted by the Suſ- 


pender, that he himſelf made no Payment of any Part of the Bill ; 


| therefore ſuſtains the Charger' Claim thereon, after deducing the 
| Sum marked paid on the Back thereof... 


That, againſt this laſt Interlocutor, by which the Lord Or- 


dinary altered the two preceding ones, the Petitioner gave in 
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a Repreſentation ; which his Lordſhip ordained to be anſwered, 
That thereafter the Cauſe was remitted to Lord Preſtongrange, 
on account of Lord Bankton's Indiſpoſition; and his Lordſhip, 
on the 2oth of February inſtant, pronounced the following In- 
terlocutor. Having conſidered his Repreſentation, with the Ay- 
wer, adheres to the Interlocutor complained of ; with this Addi 
tion, upon the Purſucr”s making Oath, that ihe Contents of the ſail 
Bill drawn by himſelf are ſtill reſting owing, ſo far as by him claim. 
ed in this Proceſs. 5 
The Petitioner muſt now humbly crave your Lordſhips Re- 
view of the two laſt recited Interlocutors, which he humbly 
hopes will be reverſed, and the two firſt Interlocutors affirmed, 
And he ſhall here endeavour to eſtabliſh theſe three Points: 
1170, That all Action on the Bill is loſt, by the Charger's Taci- 
turnity during ſuch a Length of Time: 24, That the continy- 
ed Tranſactions between the Parties during that Time, confirms 
the Exception to the Debt, and the legal Preſumption of Pay- 
ment or Extinction: And, 3:70, That theſe Objections are not 
taken oft by the Receipt of a partial Payment wrote on the Back 
of the Bill; nor can be removed by the Charger's Oath, that 
the Debt, or Part thereof, is {till reſting owing. 8 
And with reſpect to the firſt Point, your Lordſhips will ob- 
ſerve, that this Bill bears Date in the 1732, and had no Pro- 
teſt or other Document taken upon it (independent of the pre- 
tended Receipt) earlier than the 1754, when the Sheriff's De 


creet in Abſence was obtained, nor Payment demanded till the | 
1756. Such being the Caſe, the Peritioner apprehends, that W «+ 
Action upon this Bill is clearly loſt and excluded. 7 

Bills are introduced for the Benefit of Commerce; not as laſt- 55 
ing Securities for Debts, but as Bags of Money paſſing currently th 
from Hand to Hand, without the Formalities and Delays at- th 


tending other Conveyances. Hence the extraordinary Privi- 
leges allowed them are reſtricted within preciſe Limits. If noi 
proteſted within {ix Months, the Beneſit of ſummary Diligence 


upon them is cut off; and though otherwiſe they may remain 
| | | for 
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for ſome time the Ground of Action, yet it is reaſonable and 
neceſſary that they ſhould not do fo for ever. 
By the Laus of our neighbouring Countries, by our Dealings 
with whom Bills were firſt introduced, they are confined to a 
very ſhort Endurance. By the Ordinance made in France, 


auno 1673, Bills preſcribe in five Years; and the Eng/i/h Statute 
of Limizations terminates them in ſix. It is true, no preciſe 


period is fixed for their Preſcription by the Law of Scotland. 


But as other holograph Deeds are with us limited to twenty 
Years, it ſeems highly expedieat, that the Endurance of Bills 
ſhould not be further extended. Were we to ſuſtain them du- 
ring the Currency of the long Preſcription, we ſhould deviate 
from the general Practice of Nations, and expoſe People to 
many Inconveniencies. All other Deeds and Obligations not 


| holograph of the Granters, muſt be properly atteſted. The 


Deſignation of Writer and Witneſſes, and the Subſcriprions of 
the latter, are required to prevent Forgeries; but are diſpenſed 
with in Bills, becauſe Bills are only conſidered as temporary Se- 
curities. While, therefore, Bills are confined to their original 
and proper Purpoſe and Endurance, Forgery, when committed, 
may be ſubject to Detection: But if Bills upon which no Do- 
cuments have been taken, nor Diligence done, for a long Courſe 
of Years, were to be ſuſtained, no Man could be ſecure againſt 
the Operations of Forgery and Fraud. | | 

On theſe Principles, our moſt eminent Writers have given 
their Opinion, that Action on Bills may be loſt by lying over 
for a conſiderable Time, though far ſhort of the Years of Pre- 


ſcription. Lord Stair ſays, “ That Bills kept up for any con- Book 4. tit. 32. 
fſiderable Time are not probative.” And the learned Au- 56. 
thor of the new Inſtitute ſtates the Doctrine here pleaded for Books, fol. 3. 
the Petitioner in the cleareſt and moſt convincing Terms; and 13. 


ſeems to think, that if Bills are not proteſted, they may be loſt, 


even in leſs than twenty Years. 


In the fame manner, your Lordſhips have, in a Variety of 
Caſes, determined this Queſtion. The Petitioner ſhall only 
B | notice 


(FI 


notice a few of the many Deciſions to this Purpoſe upon Re- 


cord. | 
Thus, in the Caſe of Mr Garden of Troup contra Mr Thomas 


Rigg, 11th February 1747, a Bill accepted by Mr Rigg in 
1712 was objected to by himſelf, as not probative; as well as 
another, dated in May 1708: And although the Purſuer pro- 
duced Letters of Mr Rigg, aſking Delays from him of, the Pay- 
ment of a Debt, which could only apply as to thoſe Bills, it 
was found, „That no Action lay on theſe Bills, which had 
lain over for fo long a Time without Demand, unleſs ſup- 
ported by Mr Rigg's Oath upon the Verity of his Subſcrip- 
* tion to the Acceptance.” | 

Again, in the Caſe Wallace contra Lees, 31ſt January 1749, 
the ſame Objection was made ro two Bills, dated April 1722 
and December 1724: And although a partial Payment was 
marked upon one of them, your Lordſhips found, That the 
„Bills having lain over ſo long, and the Granter being dead, 
there lay no Action upon them.” Here your Lordſhips ſee 
the Taciturnity on one of the Bills could not exceed twenty- 
four Years, and probably was ſhort of that Space. 

In a ſtill later Caſe, Moncreiſſ contra Moncreiff, 13th Decem- 
ber 1751, no Action was found to lie upon a Bill dated in the 
1719, although it was contended, that Intereſt had been paid 
upon it up to the 1732. And, laſtly, your Lordſhips, 20th 


February 1754, Lookup contra Crumbie, found, that no Action 


could be ſuſtained on a Bill dated in 1724. 

From theſe, and many other Deciſions, it appears, your 
Lordſhips and your Predeceſſors have conſidered Bills in their 
true and proper Light. You have not eſtabliſhed what may be 
called a Preſcription, in the ſtri&t Senſe of the Word, but have 
ſupported the legal Preſumption ariſing from a Taciturnity ex- 
ceeding twenty Years, That the Bill itſelf, or Acceptance to it, 
has been forged, or that Payment of it has been made; ſeeing 
no Man poſſeſſed of a Security much of the Nature of a Bank- 


note, can be ſuppoſed to have allowed it to lie over for ſuch a 
E Length 
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Length of Time, without taking Meaſures for recovering Pay- 


ment, had it been juſtly due, or unpaid. This general Pre- 
ſumpcion more particularly applies to the Charger, who was 


| bred to, and followed the Profeſſion of the Law, long after the 
| ſuppoſed Exiſtence of this Debt; and conſequently cannot be 


ſuppoſed unacquainted with the Nature of Bills. The Peri- 
tioner muſt further obſerve, that, in fo far as he is acquainted 
with Deciſions on this Point, your Lordſhips have not repelled 
the Objection of Tacirurnity againft any Bill of a greater Age 
than ſeventeen Years ; which being many Years ſhort of the 
Taciturnity of the Creditor in this Bill, corroborates the Caſes 
already quoted, in which your Lordſhips have ſuſtained that 
Exception beyond twenty Years. In fine, the Petitioner ap- 
prehends, that in no Caſe can the legal Preſumption be applied 
more juſtly than in the preſent, more eſpecially when the other 
Circumſtances of it are attended to. | 

And this leads to the ſecond Point propoſed by the Petitioner, 
namely, the Conſideration of thoſe Tranſactions between the 
Parties, by which he apprehends the legal Preſumpt:on is extend- 


> 


ed to poſitive Evidence, of the Falſity, or at leaſt of the Pay- 


ment, of this Bill. 
Your Lordſhips tee, that at the Date of it, Villiam Murray 
the Accepter was Tenant to the Charger's Father: That he con- 
tinued to be ſuch, till old Mr Pringle's Death in the 1738: 
That thereafter he poſſeſſed on his current Tack, under the 
Drawer of the Bill, till its Expiry in the 1743, when the Char- 
ger granted him a new Tack for fifteen Years: That on his 
Death in the 1744, the Petitioner ſucceeded to his Effects, and 
particularly to his Tack, under which he poſſeſſed till the 1754, 
without the leaſt Intimation being made to him of this Bill. 
That then only a Decreet in Abſence was obtained: Fhat du- 
ring the whole of thoſe Years, both Father and Son paid their 
Rents, firſt to old Mr Pringle, who was abundantly exact in le- 
vying the ſame, and afterwards to the Charger ; for which Num- 
bers of Receipts were granted: That even after the Decreet 


1754, 
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1734, the Charger gave the Petitioner a general Diſcharge of 


his Rents, and never inſiſted for Payment of this Bill, till on Oc- 
caſion of the Diſpute about the Repairs in the 1756, twenty. 
four Years after its Date. Theſe Facts muſt carry Conviction 
with them, either that this Bill was in itſelf not juſt, or that it 
was paid, or remitted by the Creditor. And your Lordſhips 


will conſider, that in the above Caſes, where the legal Preſump- 


tion was ſuſtained, there was no ſuch Tranſactions as theſe be- 

tween the Parties, corroborative of that Preſumption. 

Lord Banton, in his Interlocutor of the gth February 1759, 
lays ſome Weight in ſupport of the Bill, on the Circumſtances of 

William Murray's having died in November 1744, and that no Diſ- 

charges of Rent, proceeding on a Count and Reckoning between 


the Charger and bim, were produced. But, with great Defer- 


ence, the Petitioner's Argument is not thereby weakened. Had 
his Father died in the 1738, when the Charger ſucceeded to the 
Eſtate, the Preſumption of Payment by him would have been 


leſs pregnant; but as he lived fix Years longer, that Space was 


certainly ſufficient Time for the Charger to make his Demand, 
But, properly, the whole of the Charger's T aciturnity muſt be 
conjoined in this Queſtion. Nor is it more material, that there 
does not appear any regular Count and Reckoning berween the 
Charger and William Murray; for it is ſufficient, that it is ad- 
mitted he paid the Charger his Rent till the Time of his Death; 
2 fitted Account, relative to the Rents alone, would rather 
have made againſt than for the Petitioner. Beſides, it was cer- 
tainly moſt natural for the Charger, on William's Death, to 
have intimated to the Petitioner, as his Repreſentative, that he 
was poſſeſſed of his Father's Bill, had he not then been conſcious, 
that he had no good Claim upon it. 
The Charger has objected on this Point, That his granting 2. 
ny Number of Receipts or Diſcharges for Rent, cannot preſume 
a Diſcharge of a Bill, more than it would prefume a Diſcharge 
of a Bond, which would nevertheleſs ſubſiſt for forty Years. 
But the Petitioner is adviſed, that even a Bond has been cut 
| f 5 down 
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down on preſumptive Evidence of Payment, far APY the lon 
Preſcription, and particularly in a pretty- late Caſe, between 
John Din, and Again, the Caſe of a Bond is 
widely different from that of a Bill, the one being a remporary, 
and the other a laſting Security. Much leſs length of Time, 
therefore, and weaker Circumſtances, create a Preſumption of 
Payment of a Bill than of a Bond ; though in this Caſe, it is 
apprehended, the Circumſtances would have even operated ſuf- 
ficiently againſt ſuch an Obligation. 

The Charger likewiſe contends, That the Bill's remaining 
in his Cuſtody is ſeparatim ſufficient to take off any Preſump- 
tion againſt it. This ſeems ſcarcely to merit an Anſwer. In 
all the Caſes that have been quoted, and in the whole Argument 
of our Lawyers on this Point, the Bill is ſuppoſed to be in the 
Creditor's Hands; and nevertheleſs Action is denied upon it. Had 
it been in the Petitioner's Cuſtody, there could have been no 
Room for the Queſtion. An Anſwer of the ſame kind ſeems 


applicable to another Reaſon for ſuſtaining the Bill given in Lord 


Banktor?s laſt Interlocutor ; namely, that it is admitted by the 
Petitioner, that he himſelf made no Payment of any Part of the 
Bill. The Petitioner denies, he ever knew or heard of the Bill 
till of late, which is the very Ground of his Objection to it. 
Had he ever paid a Farthing of it, ſuch Payment would have 
effectually precluded him from any after Challenge. | 
The Petitioner comes now to the third and laſt Point propo- 
ſed, the obviating the Charger's Plea, founded on the Re- 
ceipt of the Charger's Hand-writing on the Back of the Bill, 
in theſe Words: © Edinburgh, March 12. 1744, Received five 
Pounds Sterling in part of this Bill. J. P.“ That this Re- 
ceipt had any Weight, either with Lord Bankon or Lord Preſ- 
ſongrange, does not appear from the Words of the Interlocutors 
reclaimed againſt. Indeed, how ſuch a Receipt, wrote by the Cre- 
ditor and Poſſeſſor of the Bill, ſupported by no other Adminicle, 
can interrupt Preſcription, or preſerve Action which would be o- 


therwiſe loſt, the Petitioner cannot conceive, Certain it is, that if 
C ſuch 
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ſuch Receipts could have that Effect, no Obligation could be 
cut off by the Taciturnity of a thouſand Years. A pretended 
Creditor, who had either forged a Deed, or poſſeſſed himſelf of 
a Ground of Debt already paid, might preſerve it in Force, af. 
ter all Opportunity of Detection was loſt, by entering upon it, 
with his own Hand, ſuch Receipr for partial Payment as he 
thought fir. Thus the greater Part of the pretended Debt 
would be ſaved from ever preſcribing, while the alledged Debtor 
could know nothing of what was practiſing againſt him. 

It has been ſaid for the Charger, that the objecting to the 
Credibility of ſuch Receipts is excluded by the uſual Practice 
of marking partial Payments of Bills in that Manner. This 
Argument is altogether erroneous. Such Jotting 1s certainly 
good againſt the Holder of the Bill, and is intended to have no 
greater Effet. The very Nature of the Thing proves it ; and t 
not one Example can be pointed out, where a Receipt of this c 
kind was ſuſtained, as per ſe ſufficient to preſerve the Validity 


of the Ground of Debt. To the contrary, your Lordfhips will c 
obſerve, that, in the late Caſe already quoted, Wallace contra ſt 
Lees, a partial Payment was marked upon the Bill; and yet 01 
your Lordſhips diſregarded the Receipt entirely; and found, te 
that the Bill having lien over ſo long, (near 24 Years from its ti 


Date), and the Granter being dead, there lay no Action upon it. th 
Such is the preciſe Caſe at preſent. The Petitioner's Father In 
died in November 1744 ; and, conſequently, the pretended Re- all 
ceipt, bearing Date in March preceding, muſt apply to him, as 16 
the Maker of the Payment; which greatly increaſes the Suſpicion 6 
againſt it, as the Power of Detection is forecloſed by his Death. 
This Bill was of the ſame Antiquity with that of Leers before 
Payment was inſiſted for; and the other Circumſtances again 
the Bill infinitely ſtronger. The Petitioner cannot avoid like- 
wiſe noticing to your Lordſhips, thar, in the Charger's Libel 
before the Sheriff, no mention was made of any partial Pay- 
ment, bur the full Contents of the Bill concluded for. After 
the Proceſs was commenced in abſence, the Charger let a whole 


Year flip over, without further Procedure in it; and, in the 
mean 
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mean time, accepted of Payments of Rent from the Petitioners: 
Then he thought fit to take the Sheriffs Decreer for the Sums 
libelled ; and, after that Decerniture, the Extract bears, his 
Procurator deſired, that it ſhould be reſtricted as to the Bill, 
by deducing the L. 5 Sterling marked on the Back of it; and the 
Sheriff allowed the Decreet to be extracted accordingly. Theſe 
Proceedings, it is apprehended, are highly unfavourable for this 
Receipt. Obſervations of this Kind cannot be reckoned inju- 
rious to Mr Pringle, as they are naturally produced by obvious 
Circumſtances. At the ſame time, the Petitioner apprehends 
his legal Exception to the Receipt, that, in Law, it cannot be 
probative againſt him, is alone ſufficient to refute any Argu- 
ment upon it. - HY}. 

The Petitioner muſt now, before concluding, take Notice of 
the Charger's Oath in ſupplement, which, by the laſt Interlo- 
cutor, is admitted for ſupporting this Debt. | 

The Petitioner, with great Deference, mult confeſs, that he 
cannot diſcover any Precedent of à Bill, in the like Circum- 
| ſtances, having been ſupported in this Way; nor indeed of any 
other Debt, excepting a Merchant's Account. By the firſt In- 
terlocutors of Lord Bankzon, the Charger was allowed the Peti- 
tioner's Oath of Knowledge, that the Sum in the Bill, or Part 
thereof, is ſtill reſting owing. Even this was an extraordinary 
Indulgence, as the Petitioner is only the Repreſentative of the 
alledged Accepter. Sir George Mackenzie obſerves, on the Act 
1669, „That holograph Writs and Subſcriptions, without 
“ Witnefles, not purſued on within twenty Years, are only to 
be proven by the Oath of the Subſcriber ; ſo that if the Sub- 
* ſ{criber die, theſe Deeas die with him.” The ſame Reaſon o- 
perates with equal Force, in the Caſe of Bills, or rather it is 
| ſtronger againſt requiring the Oath of the Accepter's Repre- 

fentative, than the Oath of the Repreſentative of the Granter 
of a holograph Bond ; becauſe ſuch Bond is, of its Nature, 

a permanent Security; whereas Bills are the reverſe. The Re- 


preſenter's Oath, on his Belief of the Accepter's Subſcription, 
| can 
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can be of no Avail : Nor does the Petitioner know an Inſtance, ? 


even of the Repreſentative's Oath being taken on his Knowledge | 


of the Contents being reſting owing, as it is impoſſible for him 
to depone on ſuch a Point with the ſame Certainty as the origi. 
nal Debtor might have done. In the Caſe of Mr Rigg, his Oath 
was indeed required, as being himſelf. the Accepter ; but in the 


other late Caſes of Wallace, Moncreiff, and Lookup, where the 


alledged Accepters were dead, the Repreſentatives were not re- 
quired to depone, even on reſting owing, The Petitioner, hoy- 
ever, readily acquieſced in Lord Bankton's Judgment, and is 


ſtill ready to depone, as his Lordſhip directed. Bur he cannot 
ſee any Foundation in Law or Equity, for ſubjecting him in the 


Payment of this Debt, (which, even diſcounting the alledged 
Payment, would now amount to about L. 20 Szerling), upon 


the Oath of the Charger. If the Bill is not otherwiſe proba. 
tive, or if in Law it is held as extinguiſhed, the permitting the 


Charger to ſupply all theſe Defects, by his Oath alone, is to 
make him Judge and Witneſs on his own Claim; a Meaſure ! 


equally dangerous and unprecedented. 


May it therefore pleaſe your Lordſhips, to review and alter the } 
Lord Bankton's Interlocutor of the th of February 1759, 1 
and Lord Preſtongrange's Interlocutor of the 20th of February 1 
inſtant, and to adhere to the Lord Bankton's Interlocutors f 

the 23d of February 1757, and 10th of February 1758, 
finding, That no Action can lie on the Bill above mentioned; | 
and with reſpect thereto, to ſuſpend the Letters ſampliciter, © 

and decern. 45 | 0 


According to Juſtice, Oc. 4 
eie DAVID RAE. | 


